Introduction
Running for public office and remaining in office once elected are important features of American and all democratic societies. Candidates for public office in the USA, though, can spend significant financial resources running for election and reelection. The impact of this need for political fundraising and its influence on the electoral process and public policymaking is the source of often-contentious debate.
A recent US Senate investigation revealed that Democratic National Committee fundraising increased by 300 percent between 1992 and 1996 (US Congress, 1998 . Federal Election Commission statistics demonstrate that the number of political action committees (PACs) has skyrocketed from fewer than 500 in 1974 to over 4,000 in the mid-1990s (US Federal Election Commission, 1992) , expenditures for US House and Senate races have risen from nearly $500 million in 1988 to nearly $800 million in 1996, PAC contributions to Democratic and Republic congressional candidates increased from approximately $190 million to $220 million between 1994 and 1996, and contributions to both political parties' national committees in 1996 from federal and nonfederal sources approached $550 million (US Federal Election Commission, 1997) .
Attempts to deal with real or perceived problems in campaign finance have occurred throughout American political history. The basis for modern campaign finance legislation and governmental regulation is the Federal Election Campaign Finance Act (FECA) of 1971 and amended in 1974. Provisions of this legislation include requiring reports from political committees and candidates about individual contributors, setting spending limits for federal campaigns, providing federal funding for national political party conventions, presidential primaries, and presidential elections, and establishing the Federal Election Commission to regulate campaign spending. Federal or public funding for congressional campaigns was rejected by Congress in enacting this legislation [1] .
These and other provisions of FECA govern US campaign finance activity until the present. However, the ability of the federal government
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Bert Chapman to achieve unfettered regulation of campaign finance was restricted by the US Supreme Court on 30 January 1976. That day the Court issued its ruling in the case Buckley v. Valeo which was a suit brought by various individuals, political candidates, and groups challenging the constitutionality of FECA provisions limiting individual and group contributions to political candidates. Those bringing the suit charged that such expenditure restrictions violated First Amendment speech and association rights and Fifth Amendment equal protection principles.
The Supreme Court ruled on behalf of the plaintiffs saying that the First Amendment protected political association and political expression. In its unanimous 9-0 ruling the court went on to rule that spending limits for individual candidates were unconstitutional as were restrictions on the amount of money candidates could contribute to their own campaigns arguing:
The provisions of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (18 USCS 608) imposing limitations upon the giving and spending of money in political campaigns for federal offices cannot withstand attack under the First Amendment on the ground that such provisions merely regulate conduct, with only an incidental effect on speech and association; the Act's contribution and expenditure limitations both implicate fundamental First Amendment interests, although its expenditure ceilings impose significantly more severe restrictions on protected freedoms of political expression and association than do its limitations on financial contributions (Buckley v. Valeo).
The Buckley v. Valeo ruling restricted but did not limit the scope of campaign finance reform legislation during the next two decades. The continuing and relatively consistent rise in campaign finance expenditures and the perceived demand from public opinion for curtailing such expenditures led to several unsuccessful attempts to push campaign finance reform legislation through Congress during the 1980s and 1990s (Rubin, 1997, pp. 795-6) .
These attempts to promote various versions of campaign finance reform stemmed from factors as diverse as genuine desire to restrict campaign finance expenditures and concern over the alleged negative effects of PACs on the electoral and policymaking process. Campaign finance reform advocates do not necessarily adhere to strict partisan or ideological boundaries as the proposed McCain-Feingold legislation of the 105th Congress indicates.
This effort by Senators John McCain (R-AZ) and Russell Feingold (D-WI) sought to ban "soft money" or unrestricted donations to political parties for party-building activities and place restrictions on issue-oriented advertisements which support individual candidates although they are not supposed to (Doherty, 1998) . Arguing for this legislation, Feingold asserts, "The biggest threat to our democracy still comes from this out of control campaign finance system" (Congressional Record, 1998, p. S10147) .
McCain, during Senate floor debate on this issue and legislation, contends:
Until we recognize the futility of procrastination, the money chase in this hallowed Capitol, the debasement of the White House, the selling of trade missions, the never-ending series of fundraising scandals that leads the public more and more to believe that elected officials only represent monied special interests will not end.
Congress can and must and will change this system. If we do not act, there will be more scandals, both parties will be further tainted by this system, no one will be left unscathed, and that fact will force this body to do what is right (Congressional Record, 1998, p. S10176) .
Critics of proposed campaign finance reform initiatives such as McCain-Feingold stress the importance of adhering to the Buckley v.Valeo ruling and the potential problems of allowing greater governmental regulation of electoral activity. The most prominent of these critics is Senator Mitch McConnell (R-KY) who stresses the importance of First Amendment protections in the existing system and the Supreme Court's decision in Buckley v. Valeo:
…the Court said spending is speech and the first amendment applies to individuals, groups, candidates, and parties, as well as to the press (Congressional Record, 1998, p. S1043).
McConnell went on to warn against what he considers to be ill-advised governmental attempts to regulate political activity:
It is naive in the extreme to expect that people don't want to have some impact on a political process which takes 30 to 40 percent of their money every year -paying taxes is not exactly a voluntary act -and spends it on what it wants to.
What kind of country would we have if all of these people in our land were unable to influence the political process? We would have an unrepresentative democracy, a Government run by elitists who want to shut everybody up. Fortunately, Mr President, the courts are never going to allow that to happen. The Senate is never going to allow it to happen, because we are not going to go down the road of regulating people out of the political process because we don't like either the quantity or the quality of their speech....The first amendment doesn't allow us the latitude to categorize certain kinds of speech as offensive and other kinds of speech as laudable. So that is at the core of this debate (Congressional Record, 1998 This controversy is likely to continue for the foreseeable future. Although campaign finance is an important factor in electoral political activity, money is not the only player in determining election results. Research in this area demonstrates the role played by factors such as candidate quality, differences in the quality of challengers by office sought, strategic decisions made by candidates, the importance of local and personal factors as opposed to national issues, how candidates spend money, their objectives for such campaign spending, locally prevailing economic conditions, and voter understanding of election information also need to be considered in determining the reasons for the success or failure of individual political campaigns [2] .
Whatever views one takes on the subject of campaign finance and whether or not reform is required, there is an ample body of literature presenting diverse and often contradictory perspectives to inform and shape individual opinion. This literature takes the form of government publications, journal articles, books, and Internet resources from political parties, politicians, policymakers, PACs, interest groups, and scholars. These materials can help individuals gain an enhanced understanding of this complex issue and its influence on the American political process at the close of the twentieth century. This report contains the findings of the US Senate's investigation into 1996 federal election fundraising activities with primary emphasis being placed on Democratic Party and Clinton/Gore campaign fundraising. Chaired by Senator Fred Thompson (R-TN), this report documents the extent to which the Clinton/Gore campaign sought to raise funds for its reelection campaign from a variety of domestic and international sources. The roles played in Clinton/Gore campaign financing by individuals as diverse as Johnny Chung, John Huang, Roger Tamraz, Charlie Trie, Maria Hsia, and American Indian gaming interests are presented. Documentation is also provided in the form of letters, travel receipts, White House and Democratic National Committee (DNC) documents, correspondence, and legal documents such as sentencing agreements.
Notes
Despite this ample quantitative material, the committee report also mentions that it was unable to obtain information from 35 witnesses due to their invoking Fifth Amendment privileges, that ten potential witnesses fled the US, and resistance from the White House, DNC, and nonprofit organizations playing significant roles in this campaign.
Investigation recommendations include a call for the Attorney General to appoint an independent counsel for further investigation of this case, that those ineligible to vote be precluded from making contributions to federal candidates, and increased penalties for knowingly accepting illegal campaign contributions. Supplemental views were filed by selected committee majority members including Senators Thompson, Susan Collins (R-ME), Arlen Spector (R-PA), and Robert Bennett (R-UT This study analyzes how the Federal Election Campaign Act has failed by making presidential elections more time-consuming and creating a climate conducive to the growth of PACs. An introductory chapter describes the emergence of candidate PACs and campaign finance regulation. Later chapters describe and evaluate the strategic environment of the modern nominating process, federal campaign finance law, the rise of presidential candidate PACs, and the financial advantages of PAC sponsorship. Concluding chapters cover developing campaign organizations and fundraising programs, how PACs and political candidates used loopholes in the Federal Election Campaign act to circumvent its requirements, assessments of thenrecent campaign finance reform proposals, and recommendations for reform in areas such as monetary expenditures and enhancing public disclosure of campaign finance expenditures. The impact of the Federal Election Campaign Act and its provision providing for public financing of presidential elections is presented. An introduction examines current issues and trends affecting this subject such as the rising campaign expenditures and the IRS' checkoff provision on federal income tax returns as a revenue generating source for this program. Chapter contents examine subjects such as public financing of presidential elections, primary and general election campaign financing, and the future of campaign finance reform. Specific topics covered within these chapters include the declining number of taxpayers using the tax form checkoff, the minimal costs for breaking Federal Election Campaign Act provisions, increasing soft money expenditures by both parties, and the need for Congress to adopt further restrictions on PAC giving and soft money. The study is supplemented with statistical charts. Gais analyzes the role of PACs which he contends proliferated after FECA's enactment in the early 1970s. He argues that campaign finance is the least inclusive area for grassroots political participation despite being the most regulated form of political activity. Following an introductory overview on the influence of PACs and PAC contributions, Gais presents chapters profiling and documenting institutions and biases in the PAC system, PAC formation among interest groups, and the interrelationship among PACs, interest groups, political parties, and public policies. A conclusion proposes numerous recommendations for reform including deregulating PAC fundraising by increasing or eliminating the size of maximum individual contributions to PACs and relaxing tax and other laws prohibiting nonprofit nongovernmental organizations from engaging in electoral activity or from making grants to organizations engaging in electoral activity (pp. 183-4 The authors examine various issues involved in congressional campaign finance reform. Topics addressed in the first section include rules, practices, and partisan expectations of campaign finance reform, campaign costs, fundraising and campaign expenditures, political action committees, and the role of political parties and the Federal Election Commission. The second half examines changing contribution limitations, public financing, spending limitations, incentives and subsidies for improving competition, and simplifying campaign law administration. The concluding analysis mentions current problems, prospects, and consequences of congressional campaign finance reform in the early 1990s. Appendices list statistical data sources and scenarios for hypothetical funding reform proposals. The authors cover state campaign finance reform laws and the consequences of implementing and administering these statutes. Subjects receiving coverage include discussion of the laws and agencies involved in state campaign finance reform legislation, procedures for implementing the regulatory structures needed to administer these statutes, public funding issues, how interest groups adapt to regulation, limits on political party campaign contributions in Florida, Wisconsin, Washington, and Minnesota, sources enhancing political competition, and possible responses to the failure of implemented reforms. Also included are tables and charts with figures and explanations of various state campaign finance reform laws. This study of US Senate election financing emphasizes the role of the market. Within this framework, legislators receive financial contributions based on their institutional positions and perceived political vulnerability. Topics covered in individual chapters include the Senate's institutional evolution and the structure of campaign finance, trends in fundraising by senators, contribution strategies of corporate, labor, trade, and cooperative PACs, the importance of spending in Senate elections, and the effect of proposed campaign finance reforms. Regens and Geddie contend that reform proposals such as term limits and public financing of elections would disrupt the rent-seeking relationship between legislators and economic interests as well as face political and constitutional barriers to their implementation. One of the field's leading scholars analyzes campaign finance issues. Sabato begins by listing campaign finance problems such as declines in party politics and small contributors, soaring campaign costs that deter potentially qualified candidates from seeking office, and disclosure requirement loopholes as issues having little root in political corruption (p. 5).
His analysis describes what he sees as a misplaced obsession with PACs by campaign finance critics, how reform proposals such as spending ceilings are bad ideas, strengths and weaknesses of free political advertising proposals, the need to increase the financial flexibility of political parties, and reform ideas Sabato considers useful such as tax credits for political contributions, enhanced disclosure of contributions, restricting honoraria to members of Congress, and prohibiting the use of leftover campaign funds for retirement benefits. This study opens with the observation that Americans hold contradictory views on campaign finance by rhetorically objecting to the role played by money yet as many as 20 million willingly contribute to election campaigns each election year (p. 1). Sorauf's initial chapter provides a historical overview of twentieth century campaign finance placing particular emphasis on developments following the 1970s enactment of the Federal Campaign Finance Election Act. Subsequent chapters analyze the sources and sums of political contributions, the goals of contributors and candidates in the exchange of political contributions, the influence of PACs, and ambivalent attitudes about public funding of elections. Topics also covered include assessment of whether the campaign finance system needs reform, the agenda and political objectives of those advocating campaign finance reform, and prospects for the future of campaign finance. This treatise examines the role of policy subsystems such as Congress, interest groups, federal program beneficiaries, and federal and subnational government agencies in governing and the American political and electoral processes. Topics covered include possible relationships between policy subsystems and pork barrel spending, the geographic scope of domestic US Government spending, PAC contributions and domestic assistance program distribution, and the role of pork barrel spending in congressional elections. Appendices include a descriptive database of domestic assistance programs, federal departments and their distributive policy agencies, financial assistance programs by public law for the 99th and 100th congresses (1985) (1986) (1987) (1988) , and a listing of PACs whose parent interest groups testified in congressional hearings grouped by public law and PAC coalition for the aforementioned congresses. Wilcox begins with a historical overview of campaign finance. He emphasizes the 1907 passage of the Tilman Act prohibiting banks and corporations from making political contributions from their treasuries to federal office candidates as the first serious attempt at campaign finance reform in this century (p. 3). He proceeds to discuss various issues and questions in campaign finance assessments such as factors influencing PAC contribution strategy, whether independent PAC expenditures subvert the campaign process, and the role of a candidate's personal financial resources in the electoral process. Later sections cover the role of data analysis in examining campaign finance and using such analysis to study and assess the roles played in campaign finance by factors such as campaign receipts, incumbent and challenger fundraising, party committees, PACs, individual contributions, and candidates as campaign fund sources, and possible relationships between PAC contributions and congressional roll-call votes. This organization promotes pro-life positions on abortion and opposition to euthanasia in Kansas. The site contains information about organization events, Kansas state legislative developments on issues of concern, and the voting records of Kansas' state and federal legislators on abortion issues. X-PAC: The Political Action Committee for Generation X <http://www.freespeech. org/x-pac/> This nonpartisan political action committee focuses on what it sees as the economic and political needs of Generation X with particular emphasis on social security reform. The site features links to social security legislation, relevant congressional committees such as the Senate Budget Committee and House Ways and Means Committee, General Accounting Office reports on social security, and X-PAC financial disclosure statements filed with the FEC.
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